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MM: This is an oral history interview with Lyle Smith, former state senator from Cabell

County. The interview is being conducted by Montserrat Miller Chambers in the
conference room at Chambers, Chambers and Hilman at 428 Eighth Street in Huntington,
West Virginia. Today's date is Saturday, April 12t1t, 1986. And this interview is one in a
series about the change in Marshall ' s status from college to university. Mr. Smith, can I
have some biographical information about you, please? What is your full name?

LS: Lyle A Smith.
MM: Okay. What does the A stand for?

LS: Not anything, it's just an initial, but no name, just an initial.
MM: Okay, that's fine . What's the date of your birth?

LS: April 6, 1904.
MM: Okay. And your place of birth?

LS: Lavalette, West Virginia. Wayne County, West Virginia.
MM: Uh-huh. What were your parents' names?

LS: Ira J. Smith and Virginia Mae Wilkins.
MM: Okay. What did your father do for a living?

LS: He was a merchant.
MM: Okay. Did he have a store in ... ?

LS: Yes, in Lavalette.
MM: Do you recall what the name of the store was?

LS: No, I do not. Just general merchandise store.
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MM: Okay. And did your mother ever work?

LS: No, not to my knowledge. She was a school teacher for awhile. Yes, she was, before
she was married.
MM: Okay. Tell me a little something about your upbringing, could you please?

LS: Well, I went to school in Wayne and here. And after, I did not finish Marshall. After
awhile I went to work for the old Huntington Auto Supply Company several years ago, and
kept it until I retired in 1975. [inaudible] as far as my background.
MM: How did you become interested in politics?

LS: Well, I was director of purchasing in 1952, State of West Virginia, and I resigned and
came back to-, after fourteen months. [inaudible] decided to get into politics and ran for
the state senate, 1954.
MM: Did you, were you successful that first try?

LS: First try, that's right.
MM: And how long did you serve in the legislature?

LS: Sixteen years.
MM: Sixteen years. (LS: Right) Okay. You were a member of the 1961 legislature. You

were in the senate. (LS : That's true) And uh, what committees did you serve on in '61?
Do you recall?

LS: Yes, I served on the railroad committee, I was chairman of the finance committee,
chairman of the [inaudible] committee [inaudible].
MM: So, so you were part of the leadership in the senate (LS : That's right) in 1961.

LS: That's right. And had been for several years.
-2-

MM: Uh-huh. What were some of the major issues that the legislature faced in 1961 ')

LS: Well, of course, that was the time the constitutional amendment [inaudible] was rather
controversial, and Marshall University' s status and uh, well as I recall, some teachers pay
raises, [inaudible].
MM: Okay. When did the Cabell-Wayne delegation and Marshall officials first begin

talking aboj t a change in Marshall's status?

LS: As well as I recall, about the year before the-, possibly in about '60, it was discussed.
And then really [inaudible] in '61. Dr. Smith met with us several times regarding--former
president of Marshall University--met with us several times to discuss it. Mostly just up to
'61 , as well as I can recall.
MM: Okay. And how hopeful were the Marshall supporters for success of that?

LS: Not very much. Very little.
MM: That's interesting. Okay. Why were two bills introduced? One in the House and in

the Senate? Was that regular procedure?

LS: That's regular procedure. Identical bills first.
MM: Uh-huh. Okay. Was there any delay in uh, in the committee for the bill to come out

in the education committee in the senate?

LS: Not too much. Jackie McKown, Senator Jackie McKown was chairman of the Senate
site. I don't recall the House side who was chairman. Not too much. Of course the bill
was passed two times . .. really. We passed the bill in the Senate by two votes and sent it to
the House and they passed it with an amendment on it and sent it back to us. Which we
refused to accept. (MM: Uh-huh) Because the amendment stipulated that Marshall could
-3-

not-, could give no other type studies, you know, for the school, unless formal uh, okay by
tha,legislature. And we felt that that certainly wasn't a bill [inaudible] how they, what type
of education should have Marshall College over university.
MM: Okay now, an interesting thing to me about that amendment you're referring to right

now, is that the record shows that the Cabell-Wayne delegation in the House voted for that
amendment.

LS: Well, they did. But in fairness to them, they thought that they could not get the bill
through without that amendment and they wanted something [inaudible]. But I couldn't
see it. That was just my personal opinion, and I think Senator Mc.Kown's. [inaudible] bill
wouldn't be no good without an amendment. But they fought hard. And we got strict
cooperation from the Cabell-Wayne delegtion, very hard fought. But I think their thinking,
not knowing their sentiments, what they felt [inaudi_ble] in both houses. So I think they
thought that was it.
MM: Okay. Well, let's back up a little bit then. I was going to ask what kind of support, if

you would be aware of this, that did the bill support or opposition did the bill encounter in
the senate education committee? Was it easy to get out of committees, did you know?

LS: No. Not so much. . . . Now Jack, Senator McKown can tell you more than I could.
MM: Mmm-hmm, because he was chairman of that. .. .

LS: Because he was of that committee, and I'm not, was not a member of the committee.
So [inaudible] tell you any more about it. (MM: Okay) Not to my knowledge. [LS coughs]
I have this terrible cold. Not to my knowledge did they have too much trouble.
MM: Okay. Newspaper reports-, newspapers reported during the week of February 13 th
-4-

through 171\ that two caucuses were held in the senate. Do you know why these caucuses
were called and what was discussed in them?

LS: No, I. .. the only thing I can recall. . . I don 't recall those particular caucuses. We did

cauce regarding the bill with that amendment. Jackie and I both said there was no way we
could vote for the bill without an amendment in there. I don't recall the [inaudible] (MM:
Okay) But we would not support it, even though we had [inaudible] on the senate side,
with that amendment in there.
MM: Okay. During that week, just before the senate passed its bill for the first time, rules

were suspended and the senate's bill was advanced to be voted

OI)

a day ahead of the

liquor-by-the-drink bill. Why were . . . why were the rules suspended to advance the bill?

LS: They got. . .I don' t recall why they suspended on it at that particular time. But I do
know that we objected strenuously to two bills on the senate side., I don't know . . . senate
or house . But we [inaudible] connections whatsoever and liquor-by-the-drink or Marshall
University' s status. I felt that way then, I felt it very strongly now. I was for giving the
people the right to vote for the liquor-by-the-drink. But I felt the [inaudible] should be tied
together. Whether we did that to get our bill ahead of it. . . . I objected strenuously tying
the two bills together.
MM: Were there people in the senate who were trying to connect the two?

LS: Well, they hoped to. (MM: Uh-huh) Because the northerners, the northern states
[inaudible] (MM: Sure) And they wanted to tie it in to be sure that we would allow that to
get [inaudible] to get to vote for Marshall University status. All kinds of rumors of course
going on, and then ending up a lot of opposition. Most of the university people [inaudible]
-5-

they felt that West Virginia could not support two universities. They made a strong, you
know, [inaudible] could not. So . ...
MM: How, how did the Cabell-Wayne delegation answer that argument that [inaudible]

[both talking simultaneously].

LS: Well, we felt that the students in southern West Virginia, Marshall University being
located where it was, would be a big asset to have a university here. The students in this
section said it would not hurt West Virginia. Our opinion, I felt that way then, I feel that
way now. It would not affect West Virginia. That was our thinking. Of course, we were
prejudice; we wanted a university. But I feel that way, and it didrft hurt West Virginia.
I've always supported West Virginia University as a good university. But of course, I feel
much stronger for Marshall.
MM: Okay. I wanted to ask, are rule suspensions ~ommon in the senate before it takes up

the special calendar?

LS: No, not necessarily. It was not then, I assume it is not now.
MM: Okay. The newspapers had a lot of rumors that some vote trades occurred. Was that

so? Between the two bills?

LS: Now, there was no vote trades in the senate. Note one. We had the same amount of
votes the first time we made those and voted for it. And the same amount the second time.
I know we were told that we lost the bill when it came back to us the second time, because
some people had changed. They did not change, not a one. And the people that told us
they'd support the bill-, we had [inaudible] two votes the first time, two votes the second
time. There was never any trading. Some people voted [inaudible] certainly did not want
-6-

to vote for it. [inaudible] We'd favor them and they'd favor us.
MM: What is the nature of vote trading in the legislature process?

LS: Well, I think that, most of that is if someone is real interested in a bill for their area,
and I think a certain amount of it's necessary, you help some people in my area and I'll
help you. If it's something that's good for the state, I have no objections to that, is what
they call vote trading or something. I'll help, for instance, the people in Natural Resources,
the parks up north. If you can help me with some of my parks, I will certainly help you
with Marshall. Most of our thought was for Marshall, the biggest thing we had [inaudible]
money for Marshall and then we had no money. We will help yoy with your parks and
things. Ain't nothing wrong with that. We have Marshall here. So that's vote trading, as I
see it.
MM: Mmm4)mm. So it's not necessarily a negativ.e thing.

LS: Oh, no, it happens. We had four senators that went with us, with Senator McKown.
Through a friendship of many years. He'd been a senator for some 28 years . And I'd
been up there for some time that time. More in a key position of leadership. [inaudible] tell
us they did not want to, never did want to vote [inaudible] which we appreciate. And
[inaudible] We had to have the [inaudible]
MM: Okay. Was Governor Barron supporting the Marshall bill?

LS: Very supportive. We had oh, very much support from Governor Barron, all during the
[inaudible] legislature, very supportive.
MM: Did he talk to individual delegates or senators about it?

LS: Not to my knowledge. Not while I was in the House, I don't know. But he did
-7-

instruct us to be a help in any way we thought. He didn ' t because he felt after the bill came
up we had the vote, so we left it alone.
MM: Okay. Why did the House take up its own version of the bill the following Monday,

instead of the Senate version?

LS: That I can't answer. (MM: Okay) I don't know. II
MM: Okay. Ned Watson proposed an amendment that would have put Marshall under the

control of the Board of Governors. What did you think of that amendment?

LS: I didn't like it because the time at that time, the Board of Governors of course
[inaudible] very strong. Some of my friends were members of the Board of Governors.
But I thought they would have all the strength and Marshall would get nothing. So I voted
against that. He was the biggest opponent we had [inaudible]
MM: Uh-huh. Would you have called that amendment an effort t~ kill the bill?

LS: I think it would have killed the bill. I think we would had to have voted against it.
And I think our delegation in the House would have felt the same way.
MM: Mmm-hmm. That was a very close vote, 51 to 47, and it passed initially. But then a

delegate, John Amos, moved, moved that it be reconsidered. And then he and several
others changed their votes. What do you think might have caused them to change their
minds, do you know? Were you involved . . . ?

LS: No, I wouldn ' t want to . . . [inaudible] in the House, I wouldn't want to say why. I
know in the Senate sometimes we do that. Some kind of things they will . In the Senate
one time they wanted to put 2 or 3 amendments. And we proposed, Jackie and I, to bring
everything out we could. Because it just got down to a really bad fight. So sometime you
-8-

had such a bad fight they didn't want to continue, see. I assume there's something like that
happening now. I don't know.
MM: Okay. Let's see. . . . Then two days later the House took up the senate bill . The

House, what was going on in the House is a little difficult for me to understand, looking at
the record. On Monday they took up its bill and passed it without amendment. On
Wednesday they took up the senate bill and put the Cann amendment on it, with the entire
Cabell delegation voting for the Cann amendment. What were .. . you already said that you
were opposed to this Cann amendment.

LS: That was the amendment to restrict what [inaudible]. We told them we would not-, I
even told them I would not vote for it myself in the senate, no way. [inaudible] In fact, as
well as I recall, the leadership in the rules and the leadership in the senate discussed it.
And I said if the bill comes back with that amendm~nt in there, I will not vote for the bill
myself And of course, it'd be a-, I said unless [inaudible] West Virginia University the
same way [inaudible]. So ifwe have no typed of education except with permission of the
legislature, let's [inaudible]. It was [inaudible] kill the bill. I know that happens. There's
no question about that.
MM: Yeah, it was not a serious compromise that Cann was trying to negotiate.

LS: No, he was just trying to kill the bill. He knew we would not accept it in the senate.
And I am sure that the House, [inaudible]. We wouldn't accept it.
MM: He, Carmine Cann, was a freshman delegate at the time.

LS: Right, very effective.
MM: He was pretty fiesty for a freshamn, wasn't he?
-9-

LS: Very, very much. Had more fights with him and Ned Watson than any two members

of the legislation in my whole life. And two of my better friends now. But I served-, he
was on the finance committee, on the House side and I was [inaudible] on the senate. And
he objected to everything we wanted for Marshall. It was a fight [inaudible]
MM: Watson was?
LS: No, Cann, Cann. (Cann). Of course, Watson was Judici-, chairman of the Judiciary

Committee, you know.
MM: Did President-, what did President Smith think of the Cann· amendment, do you

recall?
LS: Yes, he didn't like the Cann amendment, no. He thought it was real bad for education.

He didn't like it at all.
MM: Okay. Do you remember a man named Kenneth Stettler? (Qh, yes) Uh-huh. Do you

recall what his reaction to the efforts by Carmine Cann?
LS : Not at that particular time. Kenneth Stettler is a good friend of mine. He was up there

many days for breakfasts we had between the two houses. He was working with us on this
bill. He worked hard for the passage of the bill. I don't recall this amendment, but he did
help, worked hard for it.
MM: Was he an effective lobbyist?
LS: I think so, yes. Because people liked him. And he wasn' t, [inaudible] supporter of

Marshall. But I think he was very effective.
MM: Apart from President Smith and Kenneth Stettler, were there other people also

lobbying for Marshall on a daily basis up there? Or. . ..
-10-

LS: None to my knowledge. The student body was up there some, just as they go do now,
you know, meet with the rules committee and go through the chambers. But to my
knowledge there's no one except [inaudible] lobbying for.
MM: Okay: At the time the Cann amendment was passed, the House immediately recalled

its bill from the senate, so the senate couldn't act on it. But then it took it up again on
Friday. Why was that? Was it because you said there was no way you would agree to the . .
. .(took up the House bill?) Yeah, they took up the, took up the bill again on Friday.
Which you had already passed, that the senate had already passed.

LS: I could not answer that. I don' t know. I know that the word was out. Because we met
with 'em. I even went over to talk to the speaker, with [inaudible] he was for it. He was
(Singleton?) Singleton. And [inaudible] and Bud Sibert. They were both, you know,
against our bill. In fairness should have been. But 1 told them no.way would we support
the bill unless we could put [inaudible] and we proposed to do that. The same amendment
went for West Virginia University. So we said no way it would pass. So what they
discussed in the House I just could not answer.
MM: How far do you think speaker Singleton worked to defeat the Marshall bill? Or did

he work to defeat it?

LS: I don't think he worked, I don't think he worked any harder than he had to, being
against it. He was very fair. One of the most fair people. I've talked to him many times.

He was very fair. [inaudible] I'll give you every opportunity to fight it, because I am the
speaker and I should be fair. But Bud Sibert was the same way. Both of them violently
opposed the bill but [inaudible]. And he was president of the senate. Ralph Beam was
- 11 -

against the bill and he was [inaudible] West Virginia University. So we had some
problems. Leadership was more than fair with us, I'll say that. Very fair. People that
opposed it, gave us a chance to fight for it.

MM: Now on Friday, the last day the House acted on the Marshall bill, Carmine Cann
stood up and offered the same amendment to the House bill that had passed on the senate
bill. Then he withdrew it and sat down. What was going on there? Why did, why did he
withdraw his amendment?

LS: [inaudible] Well, you can just surmise. I can't say. There were so many things going
on, so many threats. [inaudible] education. [inaudible] it did with ;ne. I made up my mind,
if you're gonna fight education, we fight it all the way. I think it was fair to fight Marshall,
I think it was fair to fight West Virginia. And I indended to do just that thing. [inaudible]
But sometimes you do that.
MM: Well, you were facing some . . .

LS: [inaudible]
MM: Well, you were facing some formidable opposition.

LS: Well, the hardest part [inaudible] in the 16 years that I'd [inaudible] by far. Because I
didn't think we were gonna get it on the senate side. But we did .
MM: Okay, now, what. .. when the House voted on this bill where Carmine withdrew his

amendment, the House picked up-, Marshall picked up 27 new supporters. And out of
those 20, were pro-liquor delegates. Do you think some of those 20 might have traded
their votes? Or is there some other explanation for that?

LS: I don't think so. I'll tell you my opinion is, at last when they thought it was gonna be
-12-

passed one way or another, or it was gonna hurt education very badly, I think they just
switched over. They saw [inaudible] I don ' t think the party was fair, my personal opinion.
Even though they tried desperately to defeat the thing. I think they realized [inaudible]
gonna win eventually. That was pertinent to education. So they just decided they wasn't
gonna fight it any longer. Now the senate, we had, oh, we had some senators very strong
over the liquor-by-the-drink. Which they never at any time threatended us or anything.
They made up their mind [inaudible] for Marshall. They told us they would. [inaudible]
That's where you get friendship, see. Never one time did they ask me to vote for anything.
Said you've been fair with us over the years, you and Jackie, your)eadership. You' ve been
more than fair. So I hate to vote for that bill, but I'm going to. And they did, they didn't
change, which I appreciate.

MM: People sometimes do that out of simple loyalcy.

LS: That' s right. I consider very much loyalty. Senator McKown had terrific respect on
the senate. And I think, within fairness, he would help anybody else. But I think they felt
they just had to help him. And that's what I call loyalty, see. Of course, in those years, we
served many more years . We built up a lot of frienship, you know.

MM: Okay. In 1961 there was talk about repealing the pop tax. Where did that idea come
from and why?

LS: Most of it was from the soft drink bottlers creating the pop tax, that they felt, and
sometimes I felt at that the time, the pop tax [inaudible] It started out a small tax to
support the medical school and just grew and grew and grew. And they, that was a tax that
they felt was [inaudible] But it didn't get any place.
-13-

MM: No. When I spoke with delegate Cann, he said the acting WVU president Clyde

Colson, was among those who urged him to withdraw his amendment. Why would Colson
have done that?

LS: I talked with Dr. Colson myself and told him what I, in my opinion, what I indended to
do . I said, "Ifwe have one on Marshall, we should have one on West Virginia. Let's put
the amendment. . . . . You can have no degrees in West Virginia that's [inaudible]
legislature. He objected strenuously to that. I said, "I think you're right." But I said, "If it
affects one school, why should it affect the other?" And we did get good support in the
senate. They, all the senators agreed that was bad.· They would h;ive liked to have seen it
happen. But everybody with decency thought that was a bad amendment. Jackie thought
[inaudible]. And I know I talked to him two or three times. But I said I think its terrible.
And I said [inaudible] these two universities, I think [inaudible] And he agreed with me.
MM: So out of principle he decided ... .

LS: I think in principle. He had a lot of principle, and I think he thought. . . . I said it isn't
fair. If there's some other way of defeating it, that's fine . But I said, [inaudible]

We had

two worthy opponents and were trying to handle Ned Watson. They were scrappers and I
can understand it.
MM: Okay. During the 1961 session, were the Cabell-Wayne legislators hoping to get

increased funding for Marshall, as well, that year?

LS: Yes, it had hoped to. That was one of the big objections that [inaudible] university's
status. It would cost so much more with their budget. It would be extremely high. Which
we were so underpaid and understaffed down here and underfunded. But they said the
- 14-

minute you get university status, you'll start asking for so much more money. We had
hoped to get more money. And uh, we had, every year we had to fight for every nickel
we'd get. We would get nothing. And I [inaudible] get more now. But in those days you
couldn' t get anything. [inaudible] Which we were entitled to. We stood way down at the
bottom on [inaudible] for students. And that's what we were hoping for.

MM: Uh-huh. But was it politically possible to be asking for greater share in funding and
the new status at the same time?

LS: No, we didn't stress [inaudible] Because at the time they said they'd jump up and we
argued we would not. We thought we didn't get our fair share. Eyen compared to some of
the colleges like Concord and West Virginia Tech and so forth . And we said we do not
expect to get a great inaudible] hope to build up some. But we didn't do that. So I don 't
think that affected much. And we did not ask for to.o much more in the '61 legislature.
[inaudible].

MM: Okay. How has the legislative process changed since those years?

LS: Well, I think its changed [inaudible] Because back in those years, that they served
longer. It was more [inaudible] I could predict the state senate, in the recent years I served,
how each vote on each bill almost before it ever came out on the floor. But I don't believe
you have now. Whether that's good or bad, I don't know. There's a lot of [inaudible].
There's very little change in the senate. If you seve there many years, you can build up
friendships . If you help them, they'd help you. And uh, it's good now, the sunshine law.
[inaudible] has some good effect, some bad. Because you can speak more frankly if you
have a closed session [inaudible] organization like Marshall or something. But I think the
-15-

public is entitled to everything the legislature does. But I would hope some of their
[inaudible] executive sessions you get more accomplished. But back years ago we never
had a bill defeated on the floor. The floor would always pass it. [inaudible] committee,
which I thinks good. But there was a lot more loyalty to committee chairman than I feel
there is today. The chairman would talk to the committee. He didn't try to push 'em on a
bill. But he, for instance, banks and corporations, I can tell you on anything [inaudible]
because I discussed it fairly. [inaudible] and we'd table it. [inaudible] when it hit the floor,
they always passed on it. There was a difference, I think. You knew much more. It was
easier to serve in those days . It was rough on, it's rough on the c~airmen, I think, today, to
control these committees. They're more independent. I think they're smarter. But. ...

MM: Do you think the fact that they're lobbyists and press and visitors inside the
committee room, does that make the committee har9er to control?

LS: I think it does, because I think you, some of the things, for example, to get to Marshall,
we got in committees [inaudible] the press all over, the media. [inaudible]

MM: [inaudible]
LS: Regarding land east of I 8th Street for Marshall where the Cam Henderson is. In the
budget, last day of the budget, Ralph [inaudible] called me in and said, "Lyle, put
amendment to the budget bill. You're gonna be [inaudible] if there be any surplus in the
budget this year, the first $600,000 shall go to purchase land east of I 8th Street for
Marshall, with matching funds from the university." So I put it in. He said, "Most people
thinks there's gonna be no surplus. There'll be a million and a half[inaudible] So I asked
[inaudible] vice-chairman, ifhe objected. And I talked to members and they said, "No, we
-16-

have no objections, because there's not going to be any money anyway." So I went over to
[inaudible name] who was chairman, asked him ifhe would go along with the House and
he said, "Sure." So the next day I was asked by the press what the amendment was I was
putting in there. If I'd had put it in there, and the press had been present, every college in
the state would have wanted in. In my opinion. (MM: Uh-huh) I had no objections to the
other colleges. But we were lucky. The next year we had a two million dollar surplus. We
got the money, we bought the land. So I think you can be more effective. After it was over
we told the press what happened. But you couldn't have told the press. It would have all
been run all over the capitol building. Just a few things like that, I think you're more
effective. It hurts nobody, in my opinion. But some things are good. I think the press
sometimes [inaudible] I have no objections to it.
MM: What sort of job do you think the press did b~ck in the early 60s? Were they pretty

well-informed? Or.. .. ?

LS: I think they were very well informed. They had rules, for instance, all of it, the
committee chairmen were called in to the president of the senate, [inaudible] tell the press
everything we discussed in the committee meetings. But the minute that meeting was over
the press all came in. And the chairman or vice-chairman, [inaudible] told them everything
we discussed on the bill. And if they wanted to, we'd tell them how they voted, who voted
to pass the bill, who voted against it. We didn't keep any secrets. But it wasn't as if no
one was in there to hear the discussions. I think it was more-, a little more effective. I
could be wrong. But the press is entitled to know what goes on in the legislature. And
they had good strong press people up there then.
- 17-

END OF SIDE 1 - BEGIN SIDE 2
MM: How about lobbyists? Are there more lobbyists up there now?

LS : Many more lobbyists. I would say about 5 times more. In numbers. And sometimes I
think less effective. There were not so many paid lobbyists in those days. But they were
uh, real effective in their lobbying. And I think many times they helped the legislature.
They'd explain it real thoroughly, hoping you'd support it. But we didn't get the pressure I
don't feel they have today. No entertaining back in those days, like there are today. And
maybe that's good and maybe it's bad. I don't. . . .

But I think they were more effective

and a lot less [inaudible]. They didn't bother you unless they had.a bill and then they' d
talk to you . I think they actually helped the legislature. I've no objections to lobbyists.
MM: In providing information.

LS: Providing information. And I think they lobbyists helped tod~y with the same
information. Maybe there's too many of them, and it takes a lot of time for leadership in
the legislature to talk to the lobbyists. They can take a lot of your time.
MM: Okay. And do you think that they members have changed? The membership of the

house and the senate changed quite a bit?

LS: Yes, I think it's changed considerable. I think younger, they' re much younger.
They're smarter. And uh, I don't know but what the legislature is pretty active. It, I think,
does a good job to a certain-, to most extent, do a good job. And uh, back in my day
[inaudible] but not as many as they do-, most of them are [inaudible]. But that's the
biggest change. I think they work just as hard, maybe harder than they did then .
Particularly the leadership. We worked long, hard hours and I objected none to that.
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MM: In your years in the senate, did you find that in many instances the division on votes

was based on geography between north and south?

LS: Oh, that very much, yes. In fact, all together. And the south it was very much against,
[inaudible] churches, legislation like gambling, drinking or anything. The north was very
liberal, and I think very much on that. And of course, the bigger the fight was then, when I
first went up there was West Virginia and Marshall, you know. West Virginia, they called
Marshall the normal school, you know. And they felt that way, I mean to a certain extent.
I didn't criticize them. They thought that [inaudible] two year college, you know. It hadn't
much respect in those days. And we got a lot of support from peqple in the southern part
of the state to help Marshall. And some from the northern part. That changes a lot now.
But there was a lot then.
MM: Okay. Well, thank you very much for granting us this interview. It's been very

interesting.

LS: You're sure welcome.
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